In this paper, we identify and test an implication of the claim that chief executives are uniquely effective diplomatic actors. To the extent that a leader's time is valuable and non-substitutable, there will always be more diplomatic problems that could benefit from a leader's scarce time than he or she can possibly address. This executive bottleneck should tighten when the opportunity cost of spending time on diplomacy rises, leading to decreased time spent on diplomacy and a consequent reduction in outcome quality. Using newly-collected data, we test for the existence of this bottleneck in American foreign policy. We demonstrate a large, persistent decrease in presidential time spent on foreign policy immediately prior to presidential elections and show that this corresponds to a substantial increase in the level of conflict within the American bloc, where our framework predicts an indicative effect. We rule out prominent competing explanations for this distraction-conflict link.
A recent body of research investigates the influence of individual leaders on foreign policy both directly, through the selection of particular policies, and indirectly, through influence over the bureaucracy and the national agenda (Downs and Rocke, 1994; Wood and Peake, 1998; Edwards and Wood, 1999; Peake, 2001; Byman and Pollack, 2001; Cohen, 2002; Darden, 2010; Chiozza and Goemans, 2011; Jervis, 2013) . Within this tradition, scholars have established that leaders have some ability to bend foreign policy towards their preferences.
In general, this work focuses on characteristics that vary across leaders, such as beliefs, personality, or priorities, and the way that these characteristics lead to different policy outcomes depending on who is in power.
Here, in a different but related direction, we examine variation in a given leader's diplomatic effectiveness at different points in his or her tenure. In particular, we examine how time spent and effort exerted affect an American president's effectiveness in international diplomacy.
Our overarching theoretical claim is simple and generic -if the president is a uniquely effective diplomatic actor, then, whatever the president's diplomatic goals, he or she can more effectively accomplish them through a greater exertion of time and effort. We begin by identifying three non-substitutable roles for the president in diplomacy: his unique skills in personal diplomacy, his importance as a manager and coordinator of the bureaucracy, and his status as the ultimate decision-maker. All of these roles can not easily be filled by other actors and require substantial presidential time and attention.
Next, we identify a theoretical consequence of the president's unique capabilities, which we label the executive bottleneck: a great number of diplomatic problems could benefit from the president's direct involvement, but the president's time is scarce, so he cannot address all of them. When the president has more time available, he will be more able to address these problems, but when he has less time available, he will be less able to engage in diplomacy, and consequently the quality of international outcomes across diverse issues should fall.
We test for the existence of this bottleneck by examining a shock to the supply of presidential time that is unlikely to have a large effect on the demand for presidential involvement in diplomacy. Election periods are long-term, substantial, and conform to the supply-demand separation of our theoretical framework, so we test for a distraction effect in these periods, along with midterm election periods that can serve as a placebo test if the president is not distracted. We show that the amount of time the president spends on foreign policy declines markedly during the months preceding a presidential election and does not decline prior to an approaching midterm.
Theoretically, we predict that this shock to presidential time spent on foreign policy should lead to a similar decline in diplomatic quality across the population of problems where presidential involvement is valuable. Consequently, we focus on testing the prediction in a class of diplomatic interactions where presidential preferences are relatively straightforward and the quality of outcomes is easily measured: relations among countries internationally aligned with the United States. The United States has a clear interest in promoting cooperation and preventing conflict among friendly countries, so a shock to the supply of presidential time should lead to decreased cooperation and increased conflict in this group.
We find, as predicted, that interactions within the American bloc become less cooperative and more conflictual during the period of presidential distraction associated with presidential elections. We are able to rule out a number of alternative explanations for this link by examining the midterm placebo and other types of international interactions.
In short, we find that a decrease in the president's level of involvement in foreign policy predicts diplomatic outcomes that are less positive for the United States. These negative outcomes for the United States are not well explained by competing theories.
The Unique Presidential Role in Diplomacy
The theory of the executive bottleneck begins with a simple observation -presidential time is scarce and uniquely valuable, so its allocation is important. The scarcity of the presidential time is commonsensical (there are only twenty-four hours in a day), but its value is contested.
A number of scholars have dismissed the idea that individual leaders have a meaningful independent role in international affairs either because they are heavily constrained by the international system (Waltz, 1979) , overpowered by the bureaucracy (Neustadt, 1960) , or compelled to act in certain ways by either the nature of domestic politics or its interaction with the international environment (Putnam, 1988) . On the other hand, theories of agenda setting tend to incorporate an assumption that presidential time is valuable (Wood and Peake, 1998; Jones and Baumgartner, 2005) , and both historians and practitioners often emphasize its effects. For example, Ann Lewis, who served as Counselor to the President during the Clinton administration, has expressed the bottleneck phenomenon quite succinctly, telling an interviewer: "the most valuable resource we have is the president's time and we'll never have enough of it" (Kumar and Sullivan, 2003, p. 275) .
In their accounts, former practitioners often attribute foreign policy success to direct presidential involvement, while attributing failure to a lack of involvement. Samuel Lewis, who served as U.S. Ambassador to Israel at the time of the Camp David Accords, credits Carter's success in large part to the fact that he "invested unprecedented time, effort, and scarce political capital" (Lewis, 1988, p. 220) in the negotiations, while also arguing that Carter's "inability to continue that intense level of personal involvement clearly was one factor in the failure to complete the second phase [i.e., an agreement on permanent status
for Palestinians]" (p. 228). Similarly, Dennis Ross, who served as director of policy planning in the State Department during the Bush administration, argues that a key ingredient in successful German unification within NATO was "the enormous time and the energy the president and secretary of state spent in personal diplomacy with their counterparts" (Ross, 2007, p. 46) , while attributing the administration's failure in other areas to the fact that "the leaders of the administration and those immediately around them were consumed by German unification," thus leaving "little time for anything else" (p. 136).
While the president is supported by a large foreign policy bureaucracy, he plays at least three unique roles. First, he can personally serve as a singularly effective diplomat. Second, he has the sole authority to coordinate and oversee the diverse agencies involved in formulating and executing foreign policy. Third, he is ultimately responsible for making the most important foreign policy decisions. In all of these roles, as well as others not mentioned, the president will be more successful when he spends more time and exerts more effort.
First, the president has particular personal capabilities as a diplomat. Presidents are inevitably politicians of great skill, who speak with unparalleled authority, and possess easy access to foreign leaders. The scarcity of presidential time also means that any personal involvement by the president in diplomacy is inherently a signal of American interest, while the president's stature and legitimacy allow him to provide a high level of political cover to foreign leaders, reducing the costs they pay for backing down (Beardsley, 2010) . Foreign leaders have often recognized the singular presidential role; for example, Israeli Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan said of Carter's role at Camp David: "Were it not for him -were it not for the U.S. but first and foremost were it not for him, were it not for his adherence and persistence to the matter and the understanding he showed, and the depth -I do not see that there would have been any possibility of arriving at this agreement within those 12 days" (Dayan and Weizman, 1978) . Similarly, during the 1999 Kargil conflict, Pakistani Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif was so desperate to secure the political cover provided by direct presidential involvement that he flew to Washington uninvited in order to secure a meeting with Bill Clinton and agreed to unilaterally and unconditionally withdraw his troops in return for nothing more than a public promise by Clinton to "take a personal interest" in negotiations between India and Pakistan (Talbott, 2004, pp. 160-168) .
Direct presidential effort is crucial in managing and setting the agenda for the bureaucracy. Only the president has sufficient authority to coordinate and oversee the actions of the many agencies with a stake in foreign policy. Cottam (1977, p. 10) argues that this task requires constant activity, writing: "as soon as presidential attention shifts, bureaucratic policy once again prevails in the previous area of focus even though it may in serious respects contradict presidential policy of only days before." Former officials note the same tendency. Citing his experience in the Balkans, Holbrooke (1998, pp. 81-82) writes that he "observed the value of -indeed the necessity for -direct, personal presidential involvement to overcome bureaucratic stalemates or inertia."
Beyond the roles of diplomat and bureaucratic manager, the president plays a crucial role as a decision maker. Both constitutionally and practically, many key foreign policy choices require an explicit decision by the president, and the cognitive literature supplies many reasons to expect that increased time and attention should lead to better decisions (Jervis, 1976; Maoz, 1990; Mintz, 2004) . Policymakers share the view; for example, Kissinger (1982, pp. 77-78) argues that Nixon's preoccupation with Watergate led to a deterioration in foreign policy, writing: "I found it difficult to get Nixon to focus on foreign policy ... it was difficult to get him to address memoranda. They came back without the plethora of marginal comments that indicated they had been carefully read." In theory, the president's role here may be more substitutable than his role as a diplomat or manager, given that the president can simply accept the recommendations of his advisors. While this is conceivable, no president has ever delegated all of the responsibility for diplomatic decision-making to his advisors. Decisions about a president's leadership and advisory styles are undoubtedly consequential (Johnson, 1974; Hermann and Preston, 1994 ), but we argue that, given any set of decision-making arrangements that a president might choose, he will be more successful when he has more time available to spend on the decisions he makes.
The Executive Bottleneck Theory and Testable Implications
An executive bottleneck will exist whenever an executive's time is scarce, valuable, and imperfectly substitutable through the efforts of others. Such bottlenecks are not likely to be unique to diplomacy; instead, the bottleneck may be inherent to large organizations. Given that a day contains only twenty-four hours, leaders can hardly change the fact that their time is scarce, while reducing the value of a leader's time would be a cure worse than the disease. Consequently, while delegation can exacerbate or ameliorate the bottleneck, the president's unique capabilities mean that it can never be eliminated. Even in the presence of an efficient system for delegation, other agents are unlikely to be able to compensate for reductions in presidential activity. If other agents (e.g., the national security advisor) can offset the loss associated with a reduction in presidential involvement, then this would imply that they must be operating below capacity in "ordinary" times, which would not be a reasonable arrangement -the president has every incentive to ensure that he obtains maximal performance from all of his agents at all times.
Given the bottleneck, a strategic president will allocate a marginal time where it will matter most. Under any optimal allocation, the marginal utility to the president's time must be (roughly) equal across policy areas where time is being spent (if this were not the case, then a strategic president would always reallocate time from the lower marginal return issue to the higher marginal return issue). The president's marginal utility with respect to a given issue will be the product of the marginal impact of his time on a given issue (e.g., his ability to influence outcomes) and the importance of that issue (i.e., how much the outcome matters to the president). Thus, the impact of a marginal hour on the outcome of a given issue should be lower when the outcome is more important because a smaller change in the outcome will produce a larger change in utility when an issue is more important.
Under these conditions, increased presidential time spent on foreign policy should lead to an improvement in outcomes across a variety of policy areas, through the channels identified in the previous section (personal diplomacy, bureaucratic management, and decisionmaking). We note further that presidential attention to a problem can set the agenda, attracting increased attention to the same problem from the bureaucracy, Congress, the media, and the public, so that the impact of a single presidential hour may actually be quite large (Peake, 2001) . Consequently, if we were able to hold all other factors equal, we would expect to see an improvement, perhaps a dramatic one, in the quality of foreign policy outcomes when the president spends more time on foreign policy.
All else, of course, is never equal. One of the largest influences on the attention paid by the president to foreign policy is world events themselves (Wood and Peake, 1998). Thus, analyzing the level of attention to a particular problem or to foreign policy generally alongside outcomes will not give meaningful results because there is no way to ascertain whether events drive attention or attention drives events, so we design a research design that handles this problem.
Before proceeding, we note that our theory suggests that presidential involvement is both effective and beneficial. While we have contrasted this primarily to the view that presidential involvement is ineffective, it is also possible that presidential involvement is effective but detrimental. That is, perhaps an attentive president will be meddlesome rather than helpful, will interfere in areas best left to bureaucratic experts, or will unnecessarily politicize issues. For example, an influential, though sharply contested, interpretation holds that American failure in Vietnam resulted from presidential micromanagement, while success in the Gulf War resulted from from "benign operational and tactical neglect by an enlightened civilian leadership" (Cohen, 2002, pp. 3-4) . If this is true and characterizes the general effect of presidential involvement, then we would expect less time spent on foreign policy to correspond to an improvement in international outcomes. Ultimately, this is an empirical question, so we now move towards generating testable hypotheses.
Generating a testable prediction
Moving from our general theoretical prediction that more time spent on foreign policy will lead to higher quality outcomes to a testable hypothesis requires two things. First, we must find a way to measure the quality of outcomes. Second, to address the endogeneity problem between attention and outcomes, we must identify an exogenous shock to the supply of presidential attention, which should reduce attention to foreign policy independently of any demand-side factors.
The theoretical framework allows us to generalize from a specific test because strategic allocation predicts similar effects across areas. This prediction is important because, although we would expect the president to most directly influence US interactions, established tools measure events on a conflict-cooperation scale and the president's success in international affairs is not related to conflictualness of American interactions, as we will discuss in more detail below. We therefore begin here by developing a novel way to measure the quality of outcomes, then consider several "distractions" (shocks to the supply of presidential time). We will argue that the level of cooperation and conflict among countries internationally aligned with the United States (i.e., the American bloc) is a simple, unambiguous measure of diplomatic quality. Briefly, the most important advantage of this measure is that conflict among friendly countries is a negative for the United States as such, while cooperation within the American bloc is a positive as such. This stands in contrast to events involving the United States directly, where conflict is sometimes a good and sometimes a bad outcome (i.e., it may be necessary for the United States to use force in order to achieve its goals) and the relevant question is who gains or loses, not whether conflict occurs. In Table 1 , we display American preferences in third-party interactions on the basis of whether or not the involved countries are internationally aligned with the United States.
In interactions among countries aligned with the United States, the American preference is to prevent or reduce conflict, and to encourage cooperation. Conflict, in general, has State A Type Aligned with U.S.
Not Aligned with U.S.
State B Type
Aligned with U.S. Prevent/Reduce Conflict Victory for A Promote Cooperation Not Aligned with U.S.
Victory for B Unclear (Glick and Taylor, 2010) , and the United States has particularly strong reasons to prevent conflict among countries aligned with its interests. First, harmonious relations among friendly countries make it easier for these countries to work as a group to promote their shared interests. Along these lines, conflict within the Western bloc during the Cold War was often seen as inviting Soviet aggression, so the United States consciously designed a system to promote cooperation among capitalist countries (Wallander, 2000) . Second, as Lake (2009) argues, countries align with the United States and pursue pro-American policies in part because they receive security from the United States in return;
conflict prevention is part of this bargain. Third, and perhaps most importantly, in a potential conflict between two states who are both within the American bloc, the United States is less likely to have strong preferences for one or the other to prevail. When two countries are valued about equally, the United States will likely be indifferent to the manner in which potential disputes are resolved and will primarily be interested in whether or not they are resolved.
Having established this American preference, our framework requires the assumption that states within the American bloc have some degree of divergence in their preferences that might lead to conflict or inhibit cooperation among them. If alignment with the United
States were the only dimension of international politics, then states aligned with the United
States would have no disagreements, so there would be no conflicts for the president to prevent and no otherwise neglected opportunities for cooperation for him to promote. In fact, however, countries closely aligned with the United States often face significant bilateral tensions unrelated to overall alignment choices. South Korea and Japan, for example, face significant tension related to treatment of Korea during and before World War Two and their competing claims to the Liancourt Rocks (Lee, 1985) . Likewise, Iceland and the United Kingdom had highly conflictual relations with one another from the 1950s to the 1970s as the result of maritime disputes, eventually escalating to the use of naval force and breaking off of diplomatic relations between the two in the so-called "Cod Wars," which seriously threatened NATO's ability to operate against the USSR in the North Atlantic (Jonsson, 1982) . These are not isolated cases. Over the period studied here , the Issue
Correlates of War Project codes 75 territorial disputes between pairs of states both of whom are within the American bloc (as it will be defined below) as well as 61 such riverine or maritime disputes (Hensel et al., 2008) .
Even in the absence of a direct dispute that might lead to armed conflict, countries within the American bloc have often failed to productively cooperate. For example, Japan complied with the Arab boycott of Israel for several decades, inhibiting economic relations between the two. This state of affairs was harmful both to American business interests (Ikeda, 1993, pp. 166-168) and to broader American interest in promoting ties between two of its closest allies Shaoul (2004) . High level American officials pressured Japan on the issue throughout the 1980s, but commentators generally agree that a major breakthrough on the issue came when President Bush directly called on Japanese Prime Minister Kaifu of Japan to end the boycott at a summit in 1991, leading to a change in Japanese behavior and a rapid increase in economic ties between Israel and Japan (Goldstein, 2014; Shaoul, 2004) .
Cross-bloc no effect prediction
When a potential dispute involves a country that is aligned with the United States and another that is not, the United States will have much stronger distributive preference than its preferences in purely in-bloc interactions. Concretely, imagine a Cold War dispute between a Western (Capitalist) bloc country and one from the Eastern (Communist) bloc. In such a dispute, the United States would clearly prefer a victory for the capitalist country, rather than preferring to avoid the conflict -a preference clearly expressed in the Truman Doctrine. When the United States intervenes in such disputes, then, it will do so with the goal of promoting outcomes that favor the country aligned with it, rather than with the goal of preventing conflict. Because the president will use his influence to secure better outcomes for the the friendly country, a tightening in the bottleneck will mean worse outcomes for that country. In terms of conflict, this should increase the unfriendly country's willingness to initiate disputes and decrease its willingness to make concessions, while decreasing the friendly country's willingness to initiate disputes and increasing its willingness to make concessions. On net, these effects should offset each other and we should observe no change in the level of conflict in these dyads, although, if measurable, we should be able to detect changes in which side is favored by the outcome.
The American preference in potential disputes between pairs of countries outside the American bloc is unclear. In the Cold War context, the United States may sometimes have preferred an increased level of conflict within the Communist bloc (consider, for example, American policy towards Soviet relations with China or Yugoslavia), but when the externalities for conflicts outside the American bloc rise high enough, this might create an incentive to prevent them, so the overall prediction is ambiguous.
A recurring and substantial distraction from foreign policy
As discussed above, we cannot safely draw conclusions by comparing the issues where the president spends more time to issues where he spends less, as he may spend more time on precisely the issues where his impact is largest (or perhaps even spend time unproductively on issues where he knows success is already likely in order to claim credit afterwards), which might create a spurious positive relationship between attention and outcomes. Conversely, an international crisis may force the president to spend time on issues where outcomes are likely to be unfavorable in order to prevent them from becoming even more so, so that we might observe a spurious negative relationship between attention and outcomes.
For this reason, we focus on shocks that decrease the aggregate supply of time available for diplomacy; that is a tightening in the bottleneck as a whole, rather than merely the process of substitution between issues. A variety of events might restrict the president's supply of time available for diplomacy, including periods of illness, attempts to pass major legislation, domestic crises, or time spent campaigning. While any reduction in the supply of time should have an effect on diplomacy, fleeting distractions are unlikely to have a discernible impact.
Instead, it is necessary to focus on prolonged, substantial reductions in available time.
Similarly, it is highly desirable to focus on sources of distraction that restrict the supply of presidential time but do not otherwise change American diplomatic capabilities or anticipated international outcomes. Economic shocks, for example, may tend to distract the president from foreign policy by diverting his attention to the economy, but these will also affect trade, economic growth in foreign countries, and other related variables that are highly likely to affect the behavior of foreign countries and the American ability to exert diplomatic influence.
The best candidates, then, are elections (which cannot be rescheduled) and sustained periods of illness. We should observe, in these two cases, a substantial reduction in time spent on foreign policy as more time is instead spent campaigning or recuperating and a corresponding diplomatic effect as described above. Historical case studies of illness have often documented effects consistent with the bottleneck hypothesis (Gilbert, 1992; Ferrell, 1998; McDermott, 2008) , but periods of prolonged illness are too rare for systematic study given available data, so we focus primarily on elections. We also consider the distraction and conflict effects of natural disasters and economic recessions in the United States in the appendix (Tables 16 and 17) .
Tests of the Theory and Alternate Explanations
Following from the theoretical setup, we aim to test two hypotheses: that elections distract presidential attention from foreign policy and that these distractions lead to increased conflict and decreased cooperation within the American bloc.
The first step is straightforward, and we test whether presidents spend less time on foreign policy in the six months (June to November) proximate to a presidential election.
The second step is somewhat more involved as we must consider and control for alternative links between elections and conflict among allies.
An impending presidential election may distract Congress, voters, and political elites in addition to the president and may change the incentive structure in U.S. foreign policy.
We test for this by examining the effect of Congressional midterm elections, which should influence domestic political conditions in a generally similar way to presidential elections, particularly with respect to Congress, but do not distract the president (in the attention tests, we empirically confirm this).
A nearby U.S. election may shape the incentives of other countries to engage in conflictual behavior more generally. For example, foreign countries might "make trouble" during elections either to influence the outcome of the election or in order to take advantage of the president or public's distraction. We test this alternative by examining the effect of presidential elections on cross-bloc dyads (where only one country is in the American bloc)
as we have hypothesized that the level of conflict in these dyads should not change.
Explanations drawn from "diversionary war" theories suggest incentives for the president to behave more aggressively prior to elections (Smith, 1996) . Such aggressive behavior might spill over into more conflict among allies. While some of the tests above address this, we examine this by directly looking at the level of American aggressiveness. The nature of the dependent variable is also helpful in ruling out some challenges. It is, for example, unlikely that the American electorate is strongly affected by international conflicts in which the United States is not a party, so we view it as correspondingly unlikely that the intensity of the president's preference for preventing these conflicts changes meaningfully during the months before an election, except to the extent that it is crowded out by competing priorities (especially time spent campaigning).
In our empirical tests, we also include a variety of fixed effects to address other concerns.
First, there might be seasonal variation in the data unrelated to elections -for example, if presidents spend less time on foreign policy in the spring or international conflict falls during the winter. To deal with these, we include month fixed effects in all of our models, removing any such seasonal variation. Second, there might be variation over time in the amount of time presidents spend on foreign policy, the level of conflict within the American bloc, or the effectiveness of time spent on foreign policy (e.g., if certain presidents are more talented diplomatically than others, or if changes over time in the apparatus surrounding the president -such as growth in staff, improvements in communications technology, etc. -have made the president's time more or less valuable). We address these challenges flexibly, with a variety of different fixed effects -we include two-year, four-year, and presidential term fixed effects. In nearly all of our models, the results for these various specifications are quite similar.
The Distracting Effect of Presidential Elections
We construct a measure of the president's level of attention to foreign affairs using declassified versions of the "President's Daily Diary." In contrast with past work using public statements (these are complete private schedules, not the publicly released partial schedules), a period during which the diaries are unfortunately unavailable. We obtained text from these images through optical character recognition (OCR) software and parsed these results to split the diaries into individual entries and to detect the start and end times for each entry. The scan quality during the Kennedy administration was too poor to permit reasonable accuracy, so we exclude this data from our analysis (although inclusion does not alter our results). From the remaining diaries, we extracted a total of 295,737 individual entries across 633 distinct months, or slightly more than 90% of all months in the 1933-1990 interval.
Our primary concern is to measure time devoted by the president to foreign policy. The diaries record the names and titles of individuals who met with the president, but contain relatively little additional information. Thus, we code a meeting as relevant to foreign policy on the basis of its attendees. First, we code a meeting as relevant to foreign policy if it included senior U.S. foreign policy officials, such as the National Security Advisor or
Secretary of State; we specifically detect the presence of the names of these officeholders across the period in question. We also code meetings as relevant to foreign policy on the basis of titles or names of agencies relevant to foreign policy (e.g., the word "ambassador" or the phrase "Central Intelligence"). Finally, we include a variety of generic keywords (e.g., "national security"), as well as the names of foreign countries in cases where these are not ambiguous. While this measure is crude, and inevitably introduces some error, this error is likely to be white noise and unrelated to proximate presidential elections. In the supporting information (Figure 2 ), we display an example diary page and provide a further discussion of the coding rules.
After coding foreign policy meetings, we aggregate to the monthly level for all analyses.
This both helps to reduce the level of noise and allows a cleaner focus on the relevant constructs (i.e., day-to-day variation most likely captures scheduling idiosyncrasies, etc.).
Unfortunately, there is some variation over time in the total number of minutes per month successfully extracted by automated parsing (Figure 3 in the supporting information shows absolute variation over time), but this variation is unrelated to the occurrence of presidential elections. Consequently, in Figure 1 , we plot the ratio of presidential time spent on foreign policy to the total time accounted for in the parsed diaries. hours per month on foreign policy between the outbreak of the war and Pearl Harbor, and an average of 63.7 hours per month from Pearl Harbor until his death. It is these changes in demand associated with international conditions that make it so important to focus below on elections, whose occurrence is unrelated to international events.
While the primary competing demand associated with an election is the need for an incumbent seeking reelection to campaign (although incumbents may also spend time cam-paigning on behalf of a potential copartisan successor), the decision about whether or not to seek reelection may be endogenous to international conditions, so we focus on simply estimating the causal effect of the occurrence of presidential elections. Our dataset includes 14 presidential elections (1936, 1940, 1944, 1948, 1952, 1956, 1960, 1964, 1968, 1972, 1976, 1980, 1984, and 1988) . In two of these, a president eligible for reelection chose not to run (1952 and 1968) , and in both cases these decisions were explicitly linked to international conditions. In two further elections (1960 and 1988) , the incumbent president was ineligible for reelection due to term limits, but this small number of elections does not give us enough power to credibly estimate a difference between elections where the incumbent was running for reelection and ones where he was not (although we provide exploratory evidence about the difference in the supporting information, suggesting that only elections where the president is running are significant distractions).
Distraction effect estimates
We begin with simple t-tests. First, we confirm that total recorded activity in our data does not change between election years (an average of 204.8 hours per month of recorded activity) and non-election years (an average of 203.6 hours per month). Average monthly attention to foreign policy, however, falls from 40.1 hours during non-election years to 35.1 hours during election years, a significant difference (p = 0.03). This difference should be largest in the months immediately proximate to the election (we define these throughout as June-November). When restricting the sample to only these months (in both election and non-election years), we find that the mean decreases from 39.5 hours during non-election years to 31.6 hours during election years, which is again significant (p = 0.01).
In Table 2 we regress attention to foreign policy against a dummy for the six-month (JuneNovember) period of election years, which we label "Proximate Election". We include month effects in all models to control for seasonality, as well as a variety of additional fixed effects.
First, we include presidential term effects (i.e., a fixed effect that changes whenever there is a change in president or an incumbent is inaugurated for a subsequent term). This controls for both president-to-president differences in baseline attention to foreign policy (either as the result of actual differences or measurement differences) as well as differences that may be associated with a reelected president (e.g., a tendency to devote more attention to foreign policy in a second term). We also include biennial fixed effects for a two year period beginning in odd numbered years (i.e., a biennial effect for 1951-1952 and a different effect for [1953] [1954] . This both controls for shorter-term time trends, as well as substantive differences in the American political system associated with changes in Congressional composition every two years. We do not use single year fixed effects, because these will tend to bias our estimates downward given any distraction prior to June. We show these models in Table 2 .
Midterm placebo
We also include a separate variable of interest, "Proximate Midterm", which is an indicator for the June-November period of midterm Congressional election years, and in the supporting information, we display models including indicators for reelection campaign years. These results show that midterms do not distract the president from foreign policy, and provide evidence that presidents are not substantially distracted during election years in which they are not running for reelection. Because we find that presidents are not distracted during midterms, we use these elections in placebo tests for the effect of the president's attention on diplomatic quality.
In all of these models, we use heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent standard errors, following the method of Andrews (1991) as implemented in R by Zeileis (2004) .
To test for stationarity, we perform an Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test, which rejects the null hypothesis of a unit root (in favor of an alternative hypothesis of stationarity) at 95% confidence (specifically, we compute a value of -3.55, corresponding to a p-value of 0.038).
Consequently the standard errors we have calculated are consistent, even in the presence of autocorrelation. There is missing data in this time series, so we adopt the "equal spacing" estimator recommended by Datta and Du (2012 We note that the coefficient estimates are directly interpretable in numbers of hours; thus, we are estimating a monthly reduction in time spent on foreign policy of roughly eight or nine hours (against a baseline of about 40 hours). If anything, this estimate is likely to understate the true effect size given measurement error and the fact that we have not extracted all activities from the diaries.
The President's Effect on U.S. Diplomatic Effectiveness
We hypothesize above that presidential elections, and the associated diversion of presidential attention, will reduce the effectiveness of U.S. diplomacy, and that this reduced effectiveness will be measurable in an increased level of conflict and decreased level of cooperation among countries aligned with the United States. We emphasize that cooperation in these US bloc interactions is more uniformly favorable to the US and therefore a more objective measure of diplomatic quality than conflict in US interactions, but that the results here, following the marginal utility framework in the section on generating this testable prediction, are generalizable to US diplomatic activity more broadly.
The appropriate operationalization of this aligned conflict measure requires integrated data on both conflict and cooperation as ignoring either half of this spectrum can lead to faulty inferences (Pevehouse, 2004 ), so we turn to "events" data, rather than single-purpose datasets on particular forms of conflict or cooperation. In order to avoid truncation bias,
we also wish to examine the full spectrum of interactions, rather than only extreme events (Mitchell and Moore, 2002) . Because no existing events dataset covers our time period of interest, we constructed one as described below encompassing a full spectrum of conflict and cooperation. We also must measure alignment with United States. For this purpose we use a dataset of "state positions towards the U.S. led liberal order" constructed from U.N.
voting data (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, Forthcoming) . This data accurately captures alignment with American interests, and importantly, provides a measure that is consistent over time. This measure is available starting in 1946, which limits our empirical scope to the post-WWII period.
We use alignment rather than formal alliances because the measure is more precise and more accurately captures the relevant construct. Several countries closely aligned with the United States were not formally allied with the United States for most or all of the period in question, most notably Israel. On the other hand, many countries allied with the United
States on paper were hardly allied in practice. For example, the Sandanista regime in Nicaragua was a formal ally of the United States, despite the fact that the United States was actively supporting its armed overthrow. As noted by others, using alliances in an attempt to capture alignment can yield results lacking in face validity; Signorino (1999) observes that Britain and France were both allied with the USSR but not the United States in 1947 (and in fact up until the very moment the North Atlantic Treaty was signed).
In the supporting information, we compare the analysis presented here to one based on formal alliances. As one would predict given the high level of measurement error associated with alliances, using alliances to measure alignment attenuates the coefficient of interest (Table 19 ), but we further show that when countries aligned with the United States based on the U.N. voting data are added, the results gradually converge towards those presented here ( Figure 11 and Figure 12 ).
In all of our statistical models, we use either biennial or quadrennial fixed effects. These effects will control for any changes associated with periodic changes in the composition of the bloc as well as controlling for president-to-president variation in either effectiveness or priorities and controlling for change over time in the nature of relations within the bloc. We note that the quadrennial effects are substantially equivalent to the presidential term effects used in the previous section (the only difference is that the presidential effects change at the deaths of Roosevelt and Kennedy, while the quadrennial effects do not; using the presidential effects make no substantive difference in comparison to the quadrennial effects).
Construction of the dependent variable
Our events data cover the years from 1946 (the first year of alignment data) to 1993 (the last year of the Bush administration, which is the last administration for which we have attention data) and is drawn from the lead sentences of articles from ten news sources, selected on the basis of available digital archives. Four of these are major American newspapers: The New York Times, The Los Angeles Times, The Christian Science Monitor, and The Wall Street Journal. Five are non-American newspapers: The Canberra Times, The Straits-Times (Singapore), The Jerusalem Post, The Times of India, and The Globe and Mail (Toronto).
The final source is the Jewish Telegraphic Agency, an international news agency serving Jewish community newspapers. We automatically coded events from these sources using the TABARI program, which independent researchers have found to be roughly as accurate as hand-coding of news stories (Best, Carpino and Crescenzi, 2013) . This automated coding procedure identified roughly 2.8 million events, of which approximately 365,000 are international events between two identifiable actors. Table 5 in the supporting information shows the number of events drawn from each source, while Table 6 displays the number of events by country. Although our coverage varies somewhat over time, we identify at least 4,500 international events in each year. TABARI codes events according to the CAMEO framework (Gerner et al., 2002) , and we measure the conflictualness-cooperativeness of these interactions on the Goldstein scale, which was originally developed for WEIS data (Goldstein, 1992) . In its application to CAMEO, this produces scores ranging from -10 for the most conflictual events to 10 for the most cooperative. This method of scaling correlates strongly with other attempts at scaling the CAMEO categories on a conflict-cooperation continuum (Thomas, 2015) .
Given this events data, we could perform a dyadic analysis, but such designs tend to overstate the statistical power of the analysis (Erikson, Pinto and Rader, 2014) and introduce conceptual problems given that "events" of any kind are rare in relation to the number of dyad-years or dyad-months (Xiang, 2010; Braumoeller and Carson, 2011) . Consequently, we make the statistically conservative choice to aggregate the interactions within each month.
Specifically, we split the events into four categories: events in which both actors are within the U.S. bloc, events in which both actors are not within the U.S. bloc, events where one actor is in the U.S. bloc and one is not, and events where the United States is one of the two actors. After splitting, we take the mean value on the Goldstein scale for all of the interactions within each category for each month. This gives us a monthly-level time series of the overall level of conflict-cooperation among states in each category. Consequently, we can observe change over time in the average level of conflict or cooperation within the American bloc, which serves as the dependent variable for our primary analysis.
We use an ideal point distance to the United States less than or equal to 1.78 (the median value of distance to the United States over the full period averaged across interactions) as our cutoff for membership in the American bloc (we show in the supporting information that the findings are robust to changing this cutoff). States this close or closer to the United
States are considered members of the bloc, while states further from the United States are not.
One potential concern with this method is that states may selectively move closer to or further from the United States. We might even suspect that conflict with other states in the American bloc would drive states further from the United States. Fortunately, the research design rules out most challenges associated with movement in or out of the American bloc.
As with many other threats to inference in our setup, movement in or out of the American bloc is problematic if and only if it is related to the occurrence of presidential elections.
We see no evidence of any such relationship in the data, but out of an abundance of caution, we choose not to allow alignment to vary annually. Instead, we assign countries to an alignment status based on their average score at the quadrennial level, corresponding to each presidential term (e.g., 1953-1956 or 1969-1972) . Consequently, by construction, countries cannot move in and out of the American bloc in a way that relates to the occurrence of elections as we keep the composition of the bloc constant over each four-year period. That is, in effect, we compare interactions among the same countries in the first three years of a presidential term to those during the terminal (election) year. Figure 6 in the supporting information shows the countries included in the U.S. bloc for each four year period under this measure.
Diplomatic quality tests
Before proceeding to regression models, we provide simple comparisons. First, we examine the number of events. In non-election years, we observe an average of 76.4 events within the American bloc per month; in election years the monthly average is 80.7 (there are a total of 44,662 interactions in the full period). When limiting to the six-month window, we observe a monthly average of 78.4 interactions in non-election years and 80.0 in election years; neither of these differences is statistically significant. Turning to the conflict-cooperation scale, we find a mean value of 1.79 in non-election years and 1.60 in election years (p < 0.05), while limiting to the six-month window gives means of 1.75 and 1.51 (p < 0.05).
We next fit regression models via OLS, using heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent standard errors as above (although there is no missing data in these specifications).
All specifications include month effects to address seasonality. We begin with the simplest specification (only the "Proximate Election" indicator and month effects), then add biennial and quadrennial fixed effects. We repeat the same tests after including an indicator for midterm elections. For reference purposes, we also repeat the same tests (Table 11 in the supporting information) separating reelection campaign years. As before, our standard errors are consistent in the presence of autocorrelation if the time series is stationary. We perform an Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test, which rejects the null hypothesis of a unit root in favor of the alternative of stationarity at high confidence (calculated value of -7.01, corresponding to p < .01).
Across models, we find a substantial increase in conflict within the American bloc associated with presidential elections, corresponding to a change of about -0.25 on the aggregate Goldstein scale; this effect is significant at the conventional level. We find no effect for midterm elections (our placebo test), estimating an effect of roughly zero magnitude, with an inconsistent sign across specifications. We also find suggestive evidence, though underpowered and inconsistent across specifications, that presidential election years in which a Table 12 in the supporting information.
In Figure 14 in the supporting information, we show the effects of removing individual countries from our data on the election-conflict estimate and compare these estimates to null distributions removing an equivalent number of events from our data. These results suggest that our estimates do not overly rely on the election conflict of any specific country.
Tests of Alternate Causal Pathways
We now turn to the analysis of other sets of interactions. As discussed above, many competing explanations for the link between conflict within the U.S. bloc and elections imply different rates of conflict among other groups of states. Our theory suggests that the level of conflictualness/cooperativeness in interactions across blocs (dyads where one state is in the American bloc and one state is not) should be unaffected by changes in the level of presidential attention, so observing a significant difference in these interactions associated with elections would tend to give support to counter-explanations of our finding. We have not directly theorized about interactions in which the United States is a party, but "diversionary war" explanations for conflict within the American bloc rely on an increased level of American conflictualness in direct interactions associated with elections, so we test for this as well. We observe a total of 67,193 cross-bloc interactions and 141,250 interactions in which the United States is a party. As above, we find no meaningful difference in the number of events reported in election and non-election years. Table 4 shows our results in estimating the effect of elections. We report three specifications for each group: one with only month effects, one with biennial effects, and one with quadrennial effects.
In short, there is nothing here to suggest an increase in American aggressiveness that would spill over into increased conflict within the American bloc. Similarly, the finding of no meaningful change in cross-bloc interactions is both consistent with our theoretical predictions and suggests that countries within the American sphere of influence are not simply becoming more aggressive or conflictual during the period in question; only their relations with other countries in the American bloc are changing. 
Discussion and Conclusion
In our results, we have shown that presidential attention to foreign policy declines markedly during the months preceding a presidential election and that this same period is strongly associated with a decrease in our measure of diplomatic quality -an increased level of conflict among countries aligned with the United States. A series of related tests discredit the most plausible alternative explanations linking elections to this conflict pattern, suggesting that the main causal driver of the relationship is presidential time, effort, and attention. At a general level, this validates the existence of an executive bottleneck in American foreign policy and supports the claim that direct presidential involvement is an important factor in formulating and executing a successful foreign policy, at least in the short-term.
This carries substantial implications for the body of work suggesting that leaders' beliefs and incentives matter (Darden, 2010; Chiozza and Goemans, 2011; Saunders, 2011) . As Jervis (2013) notes in a review of this literature, it is difficult to determine whether or not leaders' beliefs matter because leaders are selected, in no small part, because of their beliefs. Similarly, given that beliefs vary leader-to-leader, it is difficult to control for related variables, such as skill and personality, or other variables that change with the leader, such as the staffing of key posts. We have shown that a leader's actions, particularly those involving the direct use of his time, matter for outcomes, thus validating the second step in a pathway running from beliefs/incentives to actions to outcomes. Presidents can matter merely by deciding how to allot their own effort, and this choice is generally exercised at the president's discretion.
The argument that presidents matter, generating an executive bottleneck, has two general bodies of detractors as noted at the outset. Our findings strongly contradict the claim that American behavior is purely dictated by the international environment. By showing that the occurrence of elections in the United States strongly and significantly influences thirdparty interactions, we have demonstrated that American behavior is not merely given by the external environment. Weaker states may find themselves more constrained by the environment than a superpower, but the American freedom of maneuver is still important.
The results also reveal that the president is not entirely constrained by the bureaucracy or domestic conditions; his own involvement matters. We do not mean to claim that these do not matter. In fact, it is likely that, say, how the Secretary of State spends her time is also consequential, but whatever the effects of these actors, we have shown that the president's role is independently consequential. These results also intersect with work on the president's role in setting the foreign policy agenda. Within this literature, Wood and Peake (1998) develop a theory similar to our own, focusing on the the constraints imposed by competing issue area demands on the president. They then examine presidential public statements to measure attention to particular foreign policy issues. We advance this research program by focusing on international outcomes (conflict/cooperation in the American sphere), rather than just inputs (the president's time or public statements), and show that the input of presidential attention matters for these outputs, thus emphasizing the importance of studying what is on the president's agenda.
The importance of the president to foreign policy also helps to sustain a bedrock assump-tion of many principal-agent theories as applied to international relations: namely that the president has the ability to exert effort at cost to himself in order to deliver better outcomes for the nation. Lake (1992) and Bueno De Mesquita et al. (2003) have mostly prominently advanced this line of reasoning. In a nutshell, they argue that certain institutional arrangements lead to more successful foreign policy by incentivizing leaders to "try harder". In general, the conceptualization of effort deployed has been a financial one: leaders try harder by spending more money on foreign policy goals (most notably in contrast to rent-seeking), but this is a very limiting construct for effort; thus, we have importantly shown here that another form of effort, and one that is firmly under any leader's control, leads to more successful outcomes.
In addition to the implications for the study of foreign policy, our results speak to the nature of relations among countries in the American bloc and hold implications for theories of hegemonic management. We have shown that relations in the American bloc are responsive to purely domestic American conditions. This suggests a relatively large American role in these relationships and implies that active American involvement is necessary to maintain peace within the American sphere of influence. Our findings do not directly speak to the issue of whether U.S. power is stabilizing or destabilizing in grand systemic terms because the U.S. existed as the preeminent power throughout the timespan of our analysis (Wohlforth, 1999; Monteiro, 2011) , but they do suggest that over the short-run, increased U.S. activity promotes peace among a certain subset of states. Further, our findings suggest that if U.S.
power is stabilizing, then it requires a sustained engagement to have maximal effect.
